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Ma. Pam Innis

U.8. Enviponmental Protection Agancy
712 mwift Avenue, Suite 3

Richland WA 9%352

Dear Ma. Innis:

The Hanford Natural Rescurca Trusteses have reviswed the Remedial
Investigation/Feasiblility Study (RI/F5) and Tri-°Payty proposal for the
Bnvironmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF). Sevaral of the Trustemes
collaborated tu produces this lettar, however, dus to time coenstraints, the
Trustees were not able to produce a single ¢omment document signed by all the
TEUSteds. In 80 IAr as possible, ®Ach of the Trustesd is submitting the same
commantes separately. Thus, the terms "the Trusteses™ and "the Natural Resource
Trustes Council" are used loosely, and the statements wade in this letter
should not ba considered to reprasent the consensus opinion of the Trustess.
Tha U.8. Fish and Wildlife Sarvica (Service) has somevhat modified these
somments to emphasise the agency’s perspectives. All statements made in this
letter are supported by tha Sarvice.

The environmental and publie health threats from the radioactive and haszardous
materials in the 100 Areas are large. The Trustass strongly support sarly
work to raduce these threats. The process used by the Tri«Partiss to resdlve
thase threats, namely development of the ERDP project, leaves much to ba
deslred. The siting of the proposed ERDF facility was based predominately on
enginssring needs and expedisncies. Tha siting process falled badly to
consider the lmpacts of the dlsposal or support facilities, borrow material
ArY@AS, Or transport routes and methods on wildlife habitat and spacies af
COROOLN, .

The BRDF facllity, as proposed, would destroy 1.6 square miles of high quality
mature shrub stappe habitat. Pravisus correspondence fram the Service and the
Natural Resource Trumstea Council (NRTC) have clearly stated our views cn tha
high valua of this habitat type at Hanford and on a regional basis.

Tha Natural Resource Trustess wars not formally notifisd and econaulted in
thelr Trustee roles for tha planned activities as required by the
Comprehansive Environmantsl Response, Compenaation and Liabllity Act (CERCLA).
Although the Ssrvice participated in a mesting with project managers just
prior to the close of ths scoping pariod for the projsot, siting de¢isions had
alzeady bewn made. Whan the Trustees lmarnad of the Tri-Parties plane, we
raguested the Tri-Parties present their plans te, and consult with the
Trusteas, The presentation by the Tri-Partiss raised avan mors serious
gquestiens about tha siting process.

When the Trustees suggested it might be necessary for the Tri-Papties to
reopen the siting procsss, the Tri-Parties responded that recpening the siting
prosess would delay opening of ERDF and cleanup of thé 100 Areas by two years,
and could possibly jecpardize funding of Hanford oleanup by Congrass.

This places the Truatess [n & very difficult position. If tha Trusteas
#dtively object to and oppose the current site and the siting proocess, the
Trustees will ba blaned for delaying and jecpardizing the whole ¢leanup. If
the Trustess do not object, Dy omissien, we allow the dsatruction of a large



H D”q Mol

DRAFT

area of priority habitat which supports the loggerhead shrike, the mage
sparrow, and othar species of concern.

In our role as Trustees, ws cannot sndorse the Tri-Parties ERDF plans whioh
falled to consider impacts to priority habltat during tha siting process. At
the same time, we cannot reascnably oppose the ERDF facility without plaaing
other natural resources associated with the Columbia River in further

Jecpardy .

It is vital the U.S5. Departmant of Enargy (USDOER), Washington State Department
of Ecology and the U.S. Xnvironmental Frotection Ageney not allow a repeat of
this eryor. The Trustews must be made an active part of all planning which
o ___.__esuls result in impacts §$ the natuzai resources at Hantford.

Detailed Commants:

Siting

The Trustess f£ind the process used to site the ERDF unacceptabla. Tha
following are ssveral specific issues whers the RI/PS and the 8iting
Bvaluation Repor: (SER) for the ERDF fall short. While it would be preferable
to repsat the site selection process taking into account these issues, this
option does not sesm feasible at this time. Thus, tha issues are discuseed to
register oyt objections to the gsiting process and anticipate that future site
selaction processes will addrsss the issuas.

The SER was basad on an asrly damign assumption of a six sguare mile site.
Only areas of that size were evaluated in the SER. The ERDF as ourrently
propossd would occupy an area of up to 1.6 square milea. The dramatic re-
sising of the facility did not rasult in a re-~svaluation of potential sites.
™is issue is only supsrficially addvessed ia Figurae 1-3. The figure i
limited to the Hanford Futura Site Uses Working Group (HFSUWG) “"exClusive”
zone and seemingly makes the assumption that large tracte of land are
unusable. The figurs has no accompanying sxplanation or refarences.

Habitat was only summarily conaider-d in the SEN’'s Site Selesction saction,
The SER laye out sevin critsria derived from USDOS ordwrs. Habitat is
discussed briefly in tha 3ite Acceptability and Potential Consequences section
and the surrantly psopemed site is [ound tu be the least desirabls. Within
the site evaluation, sites are only qualitatively comparad. NO attempt is
made to rank or weligh Lhe seven griteris. While habitat gquality varies
-——greatly betwadn thé sites, other critaria such as Topography and Geology do
not significantly differ. In future site evaluations, habitat quality should
be carefully considered, and the critaria should be addressed in proportion to
their potentisl significancs,

The SER did not allow for consideration Of areas pladed in ressrve for other
potential purposes. The Tank Waste Remadiation System (TWRS) plans places
theee lArge areas "off limits” but only one of these will be needed for TWRS.
The northwest corner of the 200 Wast area was not consicdersd bacause Lt was
placed in ressrve for a potential Nationa] Low Level and Kixed Waste
Repository. It appears that BRDF could have besn sited in these or other
arsa® with little or no hsbitat valua. The Service recommends that, in the
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future, high priority projects such as ERDF ba developed in arsas rxesulting in
lowsr patural resource lapacts rather than "saving” these arsas for potential
Projeots, projects ralating to offsite uses, or maintaining futuse siting
options for other projects. A #siting optimization plan should be conducted
tor the 200 Areas $0 that natural resource impacts can be avoided in the
future,

Tha SER uses as one of its central assumptions the HFSUUWG recoamendation to
"Use the Central Plateau wisely for waste nanagament.” Howaver the SER doas
not address ancther recommendation of the HFSUWG to “Do no harm during aleanup
or with new develcpment.” Included in that finding is & statsasnt that
"habitat should be protected as claanup and futurs development procseds.” The
fri=-parties should not use certain HPSUWG recommendations to support selectwd
activities while ignoring other racommendations.

ERBF Bovological Rizk Asseassent Evaluation

The Rl/P8 considers the human health risk ssssssamant in much greater detail
than the esgological risk assessment. Thia discrapaney in sffort is
inapprepriate. Likely future scenarios suggest very little use of the site by
humane, while buffer zones, mitigation banking, and other land uses are likely
to retain high quality hakitat around the 200 arsa, yesulting in a much
graater potankial far sypsaura of nonhuman organisms. Ecological eisk .
assevssaent should ba given at least as much, if not more, consideration than
human haalth risk assasamant.

Tha goal of tha BRDF bassline riek asssssment le to evaluate the likeliheod
that adverse ecological effecta may occur if organisms are sxposad to
contaminants that may be dispoged in the facility. The goal of baseline cisk
assessnent per 50 C¢FR 300.430(e)(2)(L)(G) is to characterize current and
likely future ecclogical rimks attributable to relessss of contamlnants,
sspecially when sensitive habitats and ¢ritical habitats of speciss protscted
under Endangexed Speviss Act may be impacted. The ERDF acological zisk
assessment was avaluated and the following comments should be considersd to
improva she risk asssssnent!

1) In general, the ERDY risk sssesement should hava baan ¢onductsa
conwistent with the Hanford site Risk Assassment Hethodology (HSRM). In
the case of XRDF, it appmars that portions of the Risk Assassment (RA)
ara not complete. Inconsistencies batwsan the HSRM and ERDF RA should
be identified and rectiriad.

2) Problem formulation should examing tha nature of the contamination for
potentially impacted habitats and/or escosystems. The BRDF RA indicates
that this assessment doas not evaluate inpacte to populations or the
acosyetem, rather, it aesesses ons acological receptor, the great basin
pocket mouse., TFor this type of risk assessment, it may be more
appropriate to assess 2 or J raceptors at different trophic lavels.
Furthar, tha RI/F8 states that it doss not use the pocket mouse as a
surrogate £Or any other raceptor.

3) Problea formulation should examine the stressors, not only
chemical, and radionuclide, but also physical changes to natural
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conditione, sugh as habitat alteration. This riek asssssment dosa
not attumpt ta assese the physical condicions.

4) rFroblem ferauletion should sxamine indirect as well as direct
effects aRSOCiated with the releass of contaminants. ERDF RA does
net address the indirect effects agsociated with tha contaminant
releans.

3) Problem formulation should ldentify scosystems potentially at
risk, inoluding ¢ritical and sensitive habitats located on,
adjagent to, or near ths hazardous substance ralsase site of
interest. The ERDF RA should acknowledge that mature shrubd steppe
is a priority habitat for several candidate species that could
potentially bs directly or indirectly impacted.

6) Bndpoint selection may not be adequate. Given that candidate
species would be potentially impacted, other types of indicater
specias should have hean assassed.

n The Risk Summary is not clear. Thiam should pull the cemponents of
the asssssment together into a wmeaningful discussion of scological
significance, including ths nature and magnitude of the sffacts,
spatinl and temporal patterns cof the affacts, and potential
recovaery. It’'s not clear what the magnitude of effacts are.
fhare is an indication that there would ba significant risk to the
anvivonmant based primarily & heavy matal conventrations and a
potential hasard to wildlifs receptors due to ingestion. If this
im tha case, thess risks and their magnitude should ba stated
slearly and specifically. Finally, the Summary should discums
potential recovery from the impacta,

Contaninant rate and Transport

Section 4.1.1 describas the conceptual model controlling contaminant fate and
Lyansport in the vadoss zone. The site specific mechanisme are destcrided as
highly coupled, unsteady, and non-linsar, and the hydrogeologic strata are
hevarogensous and anisctropic, It then describes the conceptual model as
assuming "the sedia ars homogenecus and ileotropie”, "the flow is plug flow in
both the vadose sone and saturated ons,"” and "constituant release from BRDY
is controllsd by eithar solubllity or partitioning bstween thas wasts and pors
wakar.”

It iv vlesr the conceptual mcadel bears little or no relation to the actual
conditiones. There is no data provided to justify ths model selacted as being
iz any way represantative of the actual conditions, There is no anilysis or
data provided to show that bounding conditions exist which would allow the use
of such & BiEplified woael. The only explanaticn given for the over
simplification of the model is the statement "Inastead, a spreadshest model was
davslophd based on the conceptual model of the site..."
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Mitigation for impacts to natural resources is addressed under sevarsl
statutes. ERDP is part of a series of CERCLA hazardous substance response
actions, and as such, restération of natural resources injured by the
conetruction and operation of ERDF is requirsd under CERCLA Natural Resourcse
Damage Assessmant (NRDA) provisions. The National Environmantal Protection
Act (MBPA) requires agencies preparing Environmental Impaot Statements to
addrese appropriata mitigation measuree (40 CFR 1502.14f, 1502.16h, 1808%,24,
and 13508.25b). USDOE regulations also require & mitigation plan to be
developad (10 CFR part 1021.331). PFlaally, USDOE, as a federal land manager,
has stewardship responaibllitiss for natural resources.

Nitigation

Mitigation under both CERCLA and MEPA includas, in order of prefersncei

a) Avoiding the impact altogwther by not taking a certain action or
parts of an a¢tion)

b) Minimixing impacts by limiting the degrea of magnitude of the
action and its implementation;

@) Reotifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring
the affected natural rescurces;

d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action; and

. ____®)  compenmating for tha impact by raplacing or providing substitute

CaiDUrces.

The ERDY siting proessa did not consider impacts te habitat, consegquently
impacts were not avoided or minimised. Compensatery mitigation for habitat
destruotion must ba providad. Tha RI/FS ldantifies habitat destzustion as an
irrsversible and irretrievable commitment of resourcas. The NRTC strongly
revemmands that any on-site natural rescurces which would be irreversibly and
irretrisvadbly lost should be fully mitigated for. This should include habitat
losnas asmociatad with the MNeGaa Ranch borrow site and the borrow sits for
basalt which has not been identified yet. The habitat impacts associated with
these borrow areas need to be dooumanted bafors an adeguate mitigation

" svaluation cen be developed.

The RI/PS calls for development of a mitigation evaluation (page 9-31) but
eentains no eomuitment to actually perfora mltigation for hablitat destroyed by
the proposed project. USDOE must fully commit in both the RI/FS and in the
Reserd of Decision (ROD) Lo mitigeting for habitat destruction to snsure that
funding will be appropriated and guarantead for implamentation of the
mitigation actions. The NRIC alsc recommands that praparation and subwission
of a mitigation svaluation and implementation plan bs identified as an
snforceable interim Tri=Farty Agreesent (TFA) nilestone.

The mitigation wvaluation should be davelopad concurrently with this
environmental planning process and comprise an integral part of it. The
renafits of mictigation planning early in the planning process include a more
effioient and cost effective cleanup. The NRIC is concerned that delaying
davelopment Of the mitigation evaluatlon until after tha ROD ie¢ signed may
result in an {neffective plan which is not supported by adeqguate funding,
svatfting or support.
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The ERLF RI/FS Dehtions the Hanford sitewide mitigation plan, but doss not
clarify whether mitigation for NRDA impacts would ocour as part of the
sitewids plan or a» a project specific plan. The sitewids tiitigatien plan is
in an early draft stage., The NRTIC supports the sitewilde mitigation plan as
the most effective athod to protect, preserve, and enhance habitat and other
natural resource values, and supports ensuring ERDF mitigation measures ars
consistent with the sitewide plan. However, if the sitewlds plan does not go
forward, there still must bs an ERDF mitigation plan to compensate for natural

resourca impacts,

If USDOE chooses to address ERDF mitigation under the sitewide plan bafore the
sitewide plan has received official sanction, a legally binding commitmant
between USDOJ and the Sarvice to ensurs ERDF mitigation will be required prior
%o issuance of tha RAD. Bven though a sitewide mitigation plan for the
Hanford site is being developsd, this dogs not remove the nead ta conduct
site=specific analysis to determine mitigation neads and regquiraments for
individual projects. The Octobar 26 draft of the plan states that it is "not
inteanded to provide specifications and proceduras on conducting habitat
improvasents o protection for specific projeots.”

Mitigation for adversely impacted rescurces must bs based not only on the
amount of habitat lost, but alas on habitat quality and value. Por exampls,
linear disturbances, suoh as the proposed rail lins, would fragment blocks of
habitat. Frigure 9=1 shows that two substantial bloeke of habitat would be
fxagmented by the rail line; betwsgn the north bhorder of tha proposed RRDF
site and routs 3, and betwasn the north border of the 200 West Arsa and route
11A. Linmar frajgmentation of shrub stappe habitat allows the spraad of
noxious weede inte yelasively pristine or intact habitats. Other wore subtle
impacts may Also vacur.

fimil ==1,. ths value of HoGaa Ranch &s a habitat corridor betwesn Hanford and
the Yikima Training Center, two large areas of ralatively undisturbed shrub
steppe habitat, must be asssssed and mitigated for. As the borrow site for
basalt barrier material has not yet been ldentified, it is not cisar what
additional habitat values may need to ba considered.

Mitigation for habitst loss requires long term planning. The NRTC makes the
following racommendatlons:

1. Native sesds and nursery stock are very limited. Thers will be
competition for aveilable stocks from other Hanford and non-Hanford
projscts. TO nake this volums of material available in a timely mannez,
planning and propagation should start as soon as possible.

2. UsDOR should begin immediataely to develop the neesdad nurseries and saed
Ntocks tO allow habitat restoration/improvement ¢o ocour as E0on as
poseible:. Wa suggest USDOX develop a long term contract for the
oonstruction and management of a native speciss nursary to provide
revegetation material on a litnwida basis.

3. Sneuring revegetatlon success Lis crucial to the successful mitigation of
habitat values. MNonitoring of the nitigation site for a minimum of 10
years is recommendsd, and funding should be identified to lupport this
effort.
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the RI/FS olaims irreversibls and irretrievable commitment of habitat and
other natural resources for areas which have either net baean identified
{basalt boxsow site), vr for areas which have not been specifically Ldentified
ané habitat value has not been assessad (McGee Ranch borrow site}. The
S=wvigce stoongly objects to these actions and ¢onsiders the claims to de
inappropriate and unethical. This olaim abrogates USDOE’s duties as a Trustes
and as & land and resource Staward.

B R WA T4

Irreveraible and Irvetrievahle Commitmeat of Resouraes

It is not clear whether altsrnative borrow sites for fine materisl wers
conaidered. The Servica strongly recoumends that this be done. NcGea Ranch
may be in a critical location to provide a wildlite ¢orridor between Hanford
and the Yakima Training Centar. Thus, while the habitat gquality at NoGee
Rarch may not be particularly high, the valus to wildlife and pepulations of
plante and animals nay be very high, and the impacts created by a borrow site

asy b sslentislly unmitigatable.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the RI/FS. Please
contact Lis Block at our Moses Lake Pield Office (%09-765-6125) if you hava
ARY Quastions.

sinoerely,

David Q. Frederiock
Ssate Buperviser

W/

ce
U.8. Pish and wildlife Service, Dave Goeke

U.8. Departmant of Enargy, Paul Kuba

U.8. Buresu of Land Management, Jake Jakabosky

Washington Department of Ecology, Geoff Tallant

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Jay MeConnaughey
Washingtoa Department of Fish and Wildlife, John Carleten

Oragon Department of Energy, Dirk Dunning

Yakama Indian Nation, Mike Bauer

Confadsrated Trides of the Umatilla Indun Ramgrvation, Chris Burford
Nes Perca Triba, Dave Canvad
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